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Gurbacher's Foreign Policy 1

Gorbachev is promoting swceping change in Sovict forcign policy, commit-
ting himse!f to an unprecedented policy of glabal *“teasion reduction.”
Important clements of his strategy da reflect the traditional Leninist
premisc of enduring competition between “capitalism™ and “socialism,”
but the processes he is sctting in motion could weaken the ideological
foundations of Sovict antagonism toward the West and foster a longer term
“‘normalization” of Sovict external behavior.

Gorbachcev's broad strategy is in the Leninist tradition: it calls for
weakening the main cnemy—the United States—by exploiting “contradic-
tions™ between it and other centers of capitalist power in Western Europe,
East Asia, and the developing world. His long-tcrm objectives include:

« Reducing the US military presence abroad as the key to weakening
American global political influence.

* “Decoupling™ Western Europe from the United States,

* Preserving, in some form, Sovict hegemony in Eastern Europe.

= Improving Sino-Sovict relations as a means of strengthening Soviet
sceurity, reducing the costs of defense in the Far East, and preventing
closer Sino-US military relations.

» Expanding Soviet influence clsewhere in East Asia to tap the economic
strength of the region, inhibit growth in jts anti-Communist military
potential, and weaken the US presence.

Much of Sovict behavior under Gorbachev remains inspired by the

traditional desire 10 promote the interests of the USSR at the expense of

the United States and other “cnemies.™ Such behavior. is most visible in the

Third World, where it has included cflorts to undercut the United States

through support for Communist and “socialist oriented™ clients, arms

transfers, diplomacy, arms reduction initiatives, and “active measures.”

Gorbachev's conduct of forcign policy, however, has changed radically
from that of his predecessors. His innovations have been driven largely by a
desire to create an international environment supportive of domestic
cconomic, social, and political revitalization (perestroyka), although they
have also been influenced by an appreciation of the diplomatic and security
gains attainable from a more intelligent conduct of Soviet external affair<,
The key nced has been to conserve resources—primarily by reducing
military spending, but also by rationalizing cconomic costs and benefits in
the USSR’s forcign relations.
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To slow military spending Gorbachev has had to convince the Politburo
and its sccurity subcommittce, the Defense Council, that the external
“threat™ is declining. He has tackled this task in two ways:

« First, he has redefined the sccurity threat by arguing that the possibility
of a US or NATO attack is low and that the “'real” threat lics in the in-
ability of an unreformed Sovict cconomy to compete with the West in the
futurc in militarily critical arcas of high technology.

¢ Sccond, he has argucd that sccurity can be enhanced and the external
threat diminished through a skillful foreign policy.

Accordingly, Garbachev has madc arms control the centerpicce of his

foreign policy, initially keying his global political campaiga to straregic

nuclear arms reduction and assigning highest tactical priority to influenc-
ing the US administration and Congress. For some time now he has also
becn paying increasing attention to Europe and conventional arms reduc-
tions, which could provide the greatest long-term reduction in military
spending and the greatest sccurity-enhancing geopolitical gains

Gorbachev has recognized that popular fear of the Soviet Union has
provided critical support for those Western political and security policies he
needs to alter, and that propaganda unsupported by real deeds will not
cradicate these attitudes. The purposcfulness and vigor with which he has
acted on this insight are the source of much of the novelty and strength of
his foreign policy. He has undertaken major changes in the military sphere
that, while motivated by various considerations, have also been designed to
reduce the perception of a Soviet threat. These include:

¢ The withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan, and 2 campaign to
wind down the fighting in “rcgional conflicts.”

Elimination of INF targeted against Asia.

Withdrawal of some forces from Mongolia, with the promise now of
major further withdrawals, and of significant force reductions vis-a-vis
China.

Announcement on 7 December 1988 of a major force reduction in the
Adtlantic-to-Urals zone that, from the standpoint of the Soviet High
Command, would decisively rule out the possibility of 2 Warsaw Pact
short-warning attack on Western Europe.

Amplification by Gorbachev and Shevardnadze in mid-January 1989 of
the 7 December announcement, making it still more attractive to the
USSR's ncighbors—especially West Germany, China, and Japan.
Reductinn of the Soviet power-projection profile in the Third World.




Sceret

While downgrading military intimidation and the role of military power in

. the implementation of forcign policy, Gorbachev has emphasized innova-
tive political activity. By successfully substituting New Thinking—and its
rcjection of “cluss war”—for Marxism-Leninism as the framework of
policy discussion, hc has constrained conscrvative opposition at home to his
forcign and defense policics, inspired supporters of his positions to attack
the premiscs of past Soviet confrontational behavior, and improved the
Sovict image internationally. He has initiated a broad diplomacy intended

. to influcnce a much wider idcological spectrum and sct of intcrnational

actors than were targeted by his predecessors. He has made significant

concessions to Western pressurcs on human rights, cmigration, information

policy, travel, and pcrson-to-person contacts. He has cncouraged a certain

degrece of political liberalization in Eastern Europe and circumscribed—

: . perhaps cven rejected—application of the “*Brezhnev Doctrine.™ He has
addressed Beijing's “threc obstacles™ to normalization of relations, And,

: toward the Third World, he has ccased talk of “national liberation® and

' cultivated the image of the USSR as a responsible international actor.

! Meanwhile, he has sought to reduce the economic costs of Sovict interna-

i tional rclations, He is trying, by granting the East European regimes

. greater internal autonomy, to relicve the USSR of the burden of coping -
with their intractable problems. He has passed the word that the Bloc

t should put a held on costly new adventures in the Third World. And he is
pressing Third World clients to rationalize their use of Soviet aid, while
scaling back some assistance, Simultaneously, he is encouraging a major
expansion of trade and technological relations with the West, involvement
with international economic organizations, a campaign to gain access to
the dynamic cconomy of East Asia, and efforts to profit from, rather than
subsidize, cconomic contacts with the Third World

Through the changes he has unleashed, Gorbachev hopes to make the

USSR a politically, cconomically, and militarily stronger, more competi-

tive superpower carly in the next century. How aware he is of where all

these changes might lead is subject to debate. But the processes he has set

in motion could alter the nature of both the Soviet Union and the

international environment, They could:

¢ Permanently weaken the claims of the military on the Soviet budget.

* Undermine doctrinal orthodoxy as an instrument of political control in
the USSR and Eastern Evrope.




* Facilitate movement toward the rule of law in the USSR,

* Erodc the xcnophobia and absolutist outlook that have traditionally
propped up Sovict hegemonistic ambitions.

« Pave the way for a further drawdown of forward-bascd military power in
Eastern Europe, and, with this, the removal of the shadow of military in-
timidation this prescnce casts on Western Europe,

¢ Accclerate the decomposition of Communist rule in Eastern Europe and
weaken Sovict hegemony.

« Foster atrophy of the “'sccond track"—support for radicalism—in Sovict
relations with the Third World. . :

Nonc of these devclopments are inevitable, but Gorbachev's policies have

increased their likelihood. Maintaining cohesion in US allianees and

sustaining Western security, while exploring the positive potentialities of

Gorbachev's initiatives, is the central challznge Soviet policy now poses for

the United States.
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-utilizes two main types of primary data; £

This report examines whag Gorbachev hus tricd to achicve in forcign palicy
since e became General Scerctary of the Commwunist Party of the Sovict
Union in March 1985. [ts view is from the Kremlin., Rather than
attempting to assess overall Sovier policy by aggreguting ditta on Sovict
actions in cach region of the world, the report emphasizes Gorbachev's
genceral critique of the legacy bequeathed by his predecessors, his view of
the requirements of cffective policy, and his broad strategics for dealing
with the external world, ’

The report draws heavily on rescarch conducted by CIA's Oftice of Soviet
Analysis covering a broad fange of farcign policy and domestic issues. It
7. XX reports
that focus on Gorbachev, and Garbachev's public statements. While each
of these sources compensates (o some extent for the dcficicncics of the
other, both suffer from a common problem in that they usually reflect
Gorbachev's allempts to influcnce some particular audicnce—internal aor
external. Gorbachev is keenly sensitive to the impact of images conveyed
by language, and he adapts his own presentations (o fit the group he is ad-
dressing—whether in public speeches or in private remarks. For this
reason, it is often casicr to determine the effect he sceks (o achiove than 1o
fathom where he really stands. Nevertheless, by comparing his reported
and public statements to different groups in different settings it is possible
to assess his overall approach.

This is the fourth in a scrics of papers produced in the Office of Sovict

nalysis that seek to explore various aspects of the Gorbachev leadership's
broad policy. Each examines the historical roots and current imperatives
that appear to have provided the driving force behind the leadership
agenda and explores the potential implications for the USSR in the 1990s.
The first, SOV §7- 10036X, Gorbachev: Steering the USSR Into the | 990s,
July 1987, focuses on Garbachev's economic program. The second, SOV
87-10061X, Gorbachev and the Military: Managing National Security
Policy, October 1987, examines the dynamics of party-military relations
and the implications for policy formulation. The third, SOV 88-10040CX,
Soviet National Security Policy: Responses to the Changing Military and
Economic Environment, Junc 1988, assesses the expanding debate in the
USSR over the precepts that guide decisions on the size and composition of
Soviet military forces. The present paper is & condensed vession of a longer
SOVA rescarch study that elaborates on and documents this interpretation
of Gorbachev's forcign policy




Gorbacher’s Farelga Palicy

Intreduction

Savict forcign policy thinking and action from Lenin's
time have been based on the Marxist-Leninist premise
that irrcooncifably antagonistic contradictions be-
tween the capitalist and socialist states require the
USSR 1o engage in ceascless “class warfare"—politi-
cal when not military—against an inhcrently hostile
opponent. The central question posed in this paper is,
what changes have occurred under Garbachev in this
zero-sum approach to Soviet relations with the West?
H

This question is relevant for several reasons. The
internal and external pressures for major policy and
systemic change in the USSR arc great. Gorbachev's
sense of urgency in dealing with these problems has
led him to pursuc the USSR's interests as a superpow-
cr in ways that provoke extreme anxicty or cven
opposition among orthodox Communists in the USSR
and abroad. Some moves to which he has alrcady
commitied himself—especially glasnost and political
restructuring, the withdrawal from Afghanistan, and

+the recently announced unilateral reduction of Sovict
military forces—are significant enough in themselves
to justify a recxamination of motives. On the ideologi-
cal planc, Gorbachev has introduced a novel doctrine,
New Thinking, which is totally lacking in Marxist
“class war" language. And some Sovict forcign policy
analysts and practitioncrs, including Foreign Minister
Shevardnadze, are harshly attacking basic assump-
tions of past Sovict confrontational conduct of inter-
national relations even it ‘debates not targeted
at Western audiences

Leninist thinking has, in principle, always justified

accommodations with the “imperialist” West—some- |

times of long duration and broad scope—when they
have been decmed necessary (o buy time and divide
the enemy camp. The key analytic issuc today is
whether Gorbachev's approach constitutes such a
tactical shift, or a more fundamental “normalization”
of the USSR’ international behavior.

Lerestroyka and Farclgn Palicy

Gorbacher's approach to (orcign palicy has been
decisively influcaced by the importance he has at-
tached to perestropka—domestic cconomic, social,
and palitical revitalization. [T ™

), Gorbachev asserted that the
Sovict Union needed perestroyka simply to “survive™;
if it Cailed, the USSR would become a thicd-rate
power and the cause of socialism would be imperiled.

Gorbachev belicves that success{ul pursuit of peres-
troyka requirces keeping growth raies up in both
civilian investment and consumption, which in a
practical sense means keeping growth rates i military
speading flat or declining. Defense currently claims
{5 to 17 percent of Sovict GNP, aver 40 percent of
the autput of the machine-building and metalworking
industries, ncarly 40 percent of total metals produc-
tion, over 20 percent of encrgy production, and sub-
stantial percentages of scarce high-quality compo-
ncats. The potential gains for perestroyka from
reduced rates of growth—not to speak of absolute
cutbacks—in military spending would thus be large
(sce insct). Gorbachev's desire to tap this potential is
well documented in T X reporting

But Gorbachev has not been able simply to impose his
cesource allocation preferences by diktat. He has had
to persuade not only the Politburo but also its security
policy subcommittee, the Defense Council, that what
he has wanted will not diminish, but enhance the
sccurity of the USSR. Apparently it was oaly in the
second half of 1988, with his policy success at the
19th Party Conference in July and personnel gains at
the Scptember plenum of the Central Committee
(notably the reduction of Ligachev's influence in the
lcadership), that Gorbachev was able—despite con-
tinuing military resistanice—to moup? » ~ancerted
campaign to reduce defense outlays




Potential Savings From Arms Control Agreements

Spending on strategic forces canstitutes anly about 25
percent of milltary investiment and operating expendi-
tures. Nevertheless, ClA and DiA estimate that the
cumulative combined savings from the INF agree-
ment and a deep-reductions START accord alone
could exceed 50 billion rubles by the year 2000 and
that the two agreements cowld release substantial
aumbers of soldiers and industrial workers for other
employment. If all the resources saved were trans-
Jerred ta the civiltan economy, the nondcfense compo-
nent of GNP could be about | percent higher than it
otherwise would be by the turn of the century. The
gains would be much higher from large reductions in
conventional forces, because these absorb a higher
Pproportion of overall procurement costs than do
strategic forces. (See DDP-1900-1 87-88, Unclassified,
June 1988, Gorbachev's Economic Program: Prob.
lems Emerge, p. 17,

When Gorbachev took office in 1985, the general
perception in Moscow was that the USSR confronicd
an administration in Washington that was deceply
hostile to the Soviet system, mounting a massively
cxpensive military buildup, threatening a strategic
breakthroligh with SDI, and conducting increasingly
provocative military excrcises against the Warsaw
Pact in line with new, “offensively” oricnted doc-
trines. The US administration was also seen to be
sccking new anti-Soviet military alliances in the Mid-
dle East and East Asia, supporting counterrevolution-
ary insurgencics against Soviet Marxist Third World
clients, expanding covert action against the Soviet
homeland, and blocking Soviet technology acquisition.
While orthodox Sovict leaders did not find such an
cnvironment at all propitious for moving 1o restrain
military spending, Gorbachev's position implied that
it was precisely US success in upping the ante that
required an economically exhausted and diplomatical-
ly outmaneuvered USSR to seck a redirection of East-
West comnetition and a reduction of US-Sovict ten-
s101

In positioning himself to atack the prablem of the
defense burden, Gorbacher undertook to;

Tighten party conirol aver the military. Boldly
challenging the priority status cnjoyed by the mili-
tary under Brezhnev, Garbachey shook up the mili-
tary high command and sought 1o weaken the
military establishment’s former domination of
threat assessment and the determination of military
requirements, while making it clear that he cxpect-
ed a more eflective usc of those resaurces that were
allocated for mititary purposcs. At the same time,
he pushed to the forefront a debaic on how much
spending was really required to meet Sovict sccurity
nceds.

Redefine the nature of the Soviet Union's security
problent. Gorbachev has playcd down the likelihood
of any premeditated near-term NATO attack
against the Warsaw Pact, although he voices con-
<crn over an accidental nuclear cxchange by the
supcrpawers. His argument has been that the real
military threat to Sovict sccurity lics primarily in
failure to meet the long-term challenge of the
United States and its atlies in high technology, at
both the strategic and theater foree levels. Hc has
alsa taken issue with the position, long held by
Soviet military and political leaders, that security is
necessarily enhanced by maintaining large, offen-
sively poised forces as a deterrent to any potential
adversary or combination of adversarics,

3

Employ foreign policy to lessen the external
“threat.” Gorbachev has argued that the outside
threat, and conscquently the magnitude of the secu-
fity problem and required level of military spending,
is not a constant hnt can be reduced through astute
Soviet diplomacy

The Focus on Strategic Arms Control

In order to'be able 1o argue persuasively within the
Sovict leadership that the cxternal threat was being
reduced, Gorbachev had little choice but to make
arms control the centerpiece of his forcign policy. He
concentrated initially on strategic nuclear arms. cven




thaugh their reduction did not pramisc the greatest
dircct savings, because they did constitute the griavest
threat to Soviet security and therefore offered the best
hupe of being able ta “'prove™ to his colleagues that
the “war danger™ and overall security threat could be
reduced. Also, the military establishment was more
receplive to strategic wurms reductions than to cuts in
conventional forces. The focus on strategic arms was
much more likely to produce results quickly than
multilateral conventional arms talks: it allowed East
Eurapcan political dilemmas largely to be finessed; it
had the greatest global propaganda resonance; it
cxploited deep tensions in the Atlantic Alliance over
cxtended deterrence; and—as a practical matter—it
built upon a workable framework of ongoing ncgotia-
tions.

By the late summer of 1985, Gorbachev had decided
to engage Washington scriously in arms talks. He
reportedly had concluded that the ofd intransigent
style of negatiations had to be discarded in favor of a
mare sophisticated approach that would in cffeet force
the United States to choose between responding to
proposals seen to be reasonable, or being glabally
isolated as the inflexible partner in the superpower
relationship and the major threat to world peace.

To pursue such a policy it was necessary to improve
the Western image of the USSR. One of Gorbachev's
key foreign policy advisers, Alcksandr Yakoviev,
strongly argued in the carly 1980s that the us
“military-industrial complex” and allicd elements in
Western Europe had entrenched their political control
and sustained defense policies hostile to the USSR by
deeply instilling anti-Soviet attitudes in the popular
mind. This “enemy image" could not be cradicated
simply by rallying the left through one-shot “‘peace”
campaigns. A more profound approach across the
political spectrum was required, supported by deeds as
well as pronapanda, Garbachev absorbed this counsel.
[t T reveal him 10 be as acutcly
sensitive (o “impression management™ on both the
tactiqg| 2ng strategic planes as any Western politi-
clan.

Mabilizing the Forcign Policy Apparatus

Gorbachev and his allies—especially Forcign Minister
Shevardnudze—understand that they cannot hope 10
implement such a palicy successfully without radical
changes in the conduct of Soviet forcign relations.
They have argucd that:

* Past forcign policy has not been closely harnessed (o
achicvement of Sovict domestic nceds or real securi-
ty interests. )
Compartmentation of the military dimension of
forcign affairs has seriously damaged both cxternal
and internal Sovict interests,

Displays of military power and tough talk designed
taintimidate have been counterproductive, stimulat-
ing an arms race that has cost the USSR dcarly.
Forcign policy assessments have been blinkered by
idcological dogmatism and have not focused on the
real interests of international actors through which
the latter can actually be influcnced.

Far too little auention has been paid to cconomic
opportunity costs in forcign pelicy dccisionmaking.
These broad criticisms have played a determinative
role in changing Moscow's international posture.

Over the past four years, Gorbachev has made person-
nel and organizational changes intended 1o strenigthen
his management of foreign policy. He now has people
who owe their appointments to him in the key posi-
tions of Minister of Forcign Affairs (Eduard Shevard-
nadze), Chairman of the Central Committec’s Inter-
national Commission (Aleksandr Yakovlev),
Chairman of the Central Committee’s Ideological
Commission (Vadim Medvedev), Minister of Defense
(Dmitriy Yazov), and Chairman of the KGB (Viadi-
mir Kryuchkov), although only the first two can be
considered unqualified supporters. He has restruc-
tured both the Central Committce apparatus and the
MFA to focus their activities on priorities hc has
established. And he has laid the groundwork for
subjecting foreign and security policy to review by a
“democratized" Supreme Soviet, sensitive 10 domestic
needs, that he himself now heads
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In the conduct of forcign afTairs, while accepting the
accd to deal with Washington ea arms cantrol, Gor-
bachev has urged that the USSR aot fixate on the
United States but pursuce a more apen, active diplo-
macy toward China, Western Europe, Japan, and the
Third World. These partics, he obscrrcd&" .

:]. should be encouraged to invalve theimscives
morc actively in shaping interaational eelations, rath-
e thaa always responding to initiatives from Wash-
ingtoq.

Accardingly, Gotbachev has moved towacd aa activist
forcign policy that downgrades the invocation of
military power—cspecially in the European theater
and toward China, but aiso in the “regional conflict™
area. His approach gencrally relics on political initia-
tives, not military intimidation—atthough he has tricd
the latter against Pakistan. {t attempts to depolarize
regional politics, cmphasizing contact with alf politi-
cally significant clements in a region. And it insists on
the calculation of cconomic costs. Overall, it attempts
to syachronize regional policies with the requirements
of perestroyka and a reasonced view of Soviet security
interests

Geopolitically, Garbachev's policics are thoroughly
compatible with Yakovleve's basic strategy (or splitting
the West by playing on “iaterimperialist contradic-
tions.™ Yakovlev has argued that shifts in the balance
of cconomi® power among the main contending cen-
ters of global capitalism are inevitably leading toward
a long-term decline in the position of the United
States rclative to WWestern Europe, Japan, and (ulti-
maicly) other emerging poles of capitalist power.
Yakovlev also argues that this decline is manifest in
diverging interests and growing political-commercial
{rictions between the United States and its allics, and
that Washington has retarded its loss of influence
only by exploiting fears of the USSR as 2 means of
translating US military hegemony into artificial
alliance cohesion. This hegemony—in his vicw—takes
the farm of military bases, US forces stationed
averscas, and deployed power-projection capabilities.
Yakovlev's implicd advice is clear: cemove the brakes
on history by minimizing Western perceptions of a
Soviet military threat: by reinforcing centripetal
cconomic and political tendencies in relations be-
tween Washington, the West European capitals, and

7 Figure 1.

.

Tokyo: and by working toward a roltback of the over-
scas US military presence. To this geostrategic frame-
work Gorbachev has added the high priority of pre-

! venting a firming-up of Sino-US military vclations.

Sarlet Forelgn Economic Relations

Primarily to promote perestroyka directly, but also to
facilitate his sccurity and geapolitical abjectives, Gor-
bachev has ecmbarked on a (ar-rcaching campaiga (o
incrcase the USSR s rale in world cconomic affairs.
Despite his scasitivity to the dangers to the Soviet
Union and its East Europcan clients of overindcbted-
ness or dependency on strategic inputs, Gorbachev has
begun o decentralize Soviet forcign trading opera-
tions and has permitted forcign investors to form joint
ventures with Sovict partners on Sovict territory (2
revolution in principle in Moscow’s conduct of foreign
tradc). He has energeticalfy pursucd ties to interna-
tional cconomic ofganizations and undertaken a diplo-
matic opening to the {capitalist) “newly industrialized
countries” (NICs) while engaging in novel bacter
arrangements also with less affluent Third \WVorld
nations. He has maintained, and perhaps incccased,
the effort assigned (o claadestine acquisition of West-
cra militacy technology and scicntific/econamic intel-
ligence. He prabably will pay cven morc attention in
the {uture to obtaining credits from Western Europe,
Japan, and the United States, and to reducing




COCOM and wvthicr trade batrriers. Such gains would
case the politically dangerous trade-offs between civil
fnvestent, military spending, and consumption that
cconomic failurcs and perestroyka press ever harder
upon the Saviet leadership. Although the ncar-teem
prospects for a rapid increasc in forcign cconomic
relations from this campaign are poar, some palitical
gains will accruc sooner; and continuation of the
program could eventually have major domestic and
forcign ramifications, both cconomic and political.

The New Foreign Paolicy Dactrine

Before Gorbachev, regime idcologists had alwavs
drawn on the conccptual inventory of Marxism-
Leninism to fashion doctrine that rationatized the
Icader’s prioritics and provided guidance for more
detailed policy formulation. Onc of Gorbachev's
unique contributions to Sovict forcign policy has been
to introduce an entircly novel sct of doctrinal precepts
that does not draw on Marxism-Leninism whatsoever
(scc inset). The central contrast between this doc-
trine—New Thinking—and Marxism-Leninism is
that it deliberately eschews *‘class conflict™ language
and analysis, the intcllectual grist of Communist
hostility toward the West.

Gorbachev seems 1o have decided that mercly “wor-
king" the conventional Marxist-Leninist formulas
would not enable him to impose the intellectual
integration, logical prioritization of activities, and
cmotional dynamism required to cffect the radical
changes in foreign policy that he sought. He appears
1o have been persuaded that only a radically {resh
public posture {backed up by correspondingly credible
behavior) could elicit the changes in a skeptical world
opinion and in Western defense policies that the
USSR required. And he needed a more potent ideo-
logical weapon with which to enforce his will against
recaleitrants in his own political-military complex

who could not understand the need for, and potential |

payoffs from, the sort of flexibility in dealing with
“imperialism™ that he envisaged. Thus, New Think-
ing faces two ways. Internally, it scrves to foreclose
conservative policy arguments and options. External-
Ty, it serves various functions. not Yea<t that of build-
ing 4 benign image of the USSR

[y

The central tenet of New Thinking is that climination
of the looming danger of a global nuclear Armaged-
don is the paramount task facing mankind. From this
proposition various corolarics are deduced. the most
tmportant of which is that sccurity ¢an be achicved
only through palitical means (cspecially acms negatia-
tions), aot through the “arms cace.” in the militaey
ficld, the key New Thinking precepis are that there
can be no victory in nuclear war (a concept that
preceded Gorbachev's rule), that military capabilities
should be restricted to the limits of *reasonable
sufficioncy,” and that armed forces should be config-
ured so as to be able to repulse aggression but not to
conduct “offensive’ operations (so-called defensive
defense). These notions obviously serve the function of
allaying Westeen (cars of the Sovict military threat,
but Gorbachev has also imposed them on the military
as a framework for far-rcaching debate over security
policy—thus creating more favorable conditions for
constraining military spending and conducting flexi~
bic arms ncgotiation:

Capitalizing on Gorbachey's incorporation of New
Thinking ia the party linc, and on the palitical support
of such Gorbachev allics as Yakovlev and Shevard-
nadze, reform-minded officials and policy analysts
have called into question the ideological propositions
and historical record that inspired and sanctified
carlier Soviet confrontational behavior in forcign poli-
cy. Shevardnadze himself has publicly rejected the
core rationale for zero-sum action—that peaccful
cocxistence is merely a “specific form of the class
struggle.”™ He has argued that, on the contrary,
peaceful coexistence—and with i, “mutually advan-
tageous cooperation between states with different
sociopolitical systems"—is a “*higher universal princi-
ple™ than class struggle (sce appendix A fo- other
public statcments by Shevardnadze). S

In one of the more remarkable displays of unofficial
liberal thought, a middle-leve! diplomat, Andrey
Kozyrev, argued publicly in the October 1988 issuc of
the Ministry of Forcign Affairs’ own journal that
confrontation gencrated by “class struggle™ thinking
had been costly (or the USSR, He maintained that
“militarism" basically did nor drive the US elite and




Main Precepts of Gorbackev’s Nex: Thiaking =

Global nuclear annihilation is a real and rapidly
escalating danger. Preventing its accurrence is the
praramount task facing mankind.

Modern weapons of mass destruction leave no state
able o defend itself with weapons alone. Ensuring
security is increasingly becoming a political task that
can be solved only by political nicans. ’

Nuclear war cannot be won and must not be fought.

The arms race cannol be won. It leads 10 destabiliza-
tion of international relations and eventually to nu-
clear conflict.

Security can only be mutual: each side must feel that
it is equally secure. And security is indivisible: it is
either equal security for all countries or none at all.

Equal security is guaranteed nos by the highest
possible but by the lowest possible level of strategic
balance. ‘

The key path to guaranteed security is disarmament,
and first of all the elimination of nuclear weapons.

Security depends upon observance of a defensive
ays ] . .

military doctrine and possession af no more than a

reasonable sufficlency of weapons.

There is no alternative to cooperation and dialogue
between all states.

Ideological differences should not be transferred to -
the sphere of interstate relations, nor should foreign
policy be subordinated to then.

What is required in international relations is real-
ism—that Is, recognition of the interests of all states.

4 This inset paraphrascs ideas expressed in Gorbdachev's Report to
the 27th Party Congress (n February 1986, ia other authoritative
spceches ke has delivered, and in his book Petestroyka, published
in 1987,

The trend is toward increasing pacticipation in global
activitics by all states regardlicss of size and military-
economic might, and toward the increasing influence
af public apinian and aon-governmental organiza-
tions; that is, toward the “democratizatlon” of inter-
national relations.

The niodern world is nmutually cannected, mutually
dependent, and forms an integral whole. This has
been browght about by the {nternationalization of
world econonmiic links, the scleat{fic and technological
revolution, the new role of the niedia and coniuuni-
cations, the ecological danger, and problems of the
developing world that affect eversyone.

The solution af global problems, including ecology
and econontic developnent, is an indispensable condi-
tion for lasting peace.

Revolutions arise out of poverty and oppression, when
nations cannot decide their own destiny, and not
because of the “hand of Moscow."

The solution to Third World development problems
lies in transferring to these countries resources that
have been released by disarmament and in ridding
econontic relations between these countries and the
West of “neocolonialism.”

Universal security rests on the recognition of the right
af every natlon to choose its own path of social
development and on the renunciation of interference
in the domestic affairs of other states. A nation may
choose either caplralism or socialism. This is its
Sovereign right. Nations cannot and should ot pat-
tern their life either after the United States or the
Sovtet Union.




that there were no grounds for the USSR toperccive  As shortfalls beeame apparent in the key civil

itself in a state of “class conlrontation™ with the machinc-building program and sighs of consumer
United States. He also rejected the nation that “the dissatisfaction multiplicd, Gorbachev began in 1987
class interests of socialist and developing countrics ta direct defensc industry to increasce its civil produc-
coincidc in resisting imperialism,™ noting that “the tion sharply. Throughout 1988 this pressure on the

majority of developing countrics altcady adherc toar  defense sector intensificd, and it was reflected in the

tend toward the Western model af development” and  ccanomic plan for 1989. At the 19th Party Confer-

that they “suffer not so much from capitalism as from  cnce in June 1988, Gorbacler signaled his intention

a lack of it." He contended that it was a mistake for  of cnsuring that Soviet military plans for the 13th

the USSR 10 have supported repressive Third World  Five-Year Plan (1991-95) conformed to his cconomic

Marxist regimes. Civilian sccurity policy analysts, for prioritics. Following his consolidation of power at the

their part, have argued that the danger of Western Scptember plenum of the Central Committee, Gorba-

attack is low, that unilateral force reductions are chev announced a unilateral force reduction that

cffective, and that the existing Warsaw Pact posture  dwarfed one he reportedly had prometed unsuccess-

is threatening from a Western perspective and should  fully carlicr in 1988. And on 18 January 1989

be supplanted in fact—not merely verbally—by Gorbachev claimed, in a speech to the Trilateral

defensively reconfigured forces , Commission, that “the military budget'' would be
reduced by 14.2 percent and the production of arms
and cquipment by 19.5 percent. &

Impact of New Thinking on Military Spending n - * A later told ]

and Force Posture that the cuts referred to the entire defense budget, not
the much smatler published budget that covers only

CIA analysis suggests that Gorbachev's cfforts toset  current operating costs, and that the reductions would

the scene for scaling back military spending prabably  be carried out over the next two years

bore little fruit until 1988. Only one¢ case out of

hundreds of weapon systems has been identified in The cuts Gorbachev announced at the UN on

which civil production may have interrupted or com- 7 December give Moscow a “bankable™ conventional

peted with military production. Apart from this case,  reduction that can now be factored into the {3th Five-

+the only evidence of restraint in spending is reduced Year Plan independently of whatever results may

operating rates in the Navy and extensions in the * emerge in time frem the new conventional arms
service lives of some military equipment. Gorbachev control talks in Vicnna. The force cuts could result in
has, in fact, accepted new highs in spending on savings of about 2 billion rubles per year, or almost 2

military hardware. After a decade of no growth, the percent of total Sovict defense spending in 1988.
value of military hardware procured from the defense  About half these savings could be realized quickly
industcy has grown in real terms by about 3 to 4 through reduced operations and maintenance (O&M)
percent per year since 1985. The Soviets also appear  and personnel costs. The rest could come from savings
to be continuing a massive resource cammitment to in procurement, provided the force reductions led to
the research, development, testing, and cvaluationof  lower rates of production of new weapons and equip-

military programs. Moscow has at least 105 major ment. Most of the resources invalved—including
weapon systems in advanced development—aimast - high-quality metals, components, plant capacity, and
the same number estimated in the carly 1980s. Never-  manpower—could be readily transferred to the civil
theless, because of the long leadtimes ordinarily in- . economy

volved in military procurement and deployment activ-
ities, we cannot confidently affirm that there has not
been some deceleration recently in military spend-
ing—much less affirm that carlier planned eatec ¢
spending werce not reduced by Gorbachey




The United States

By seiting strategic arms control at the top of his
sccurity agenda and linking sccurity policy so tightly
to peresiroyka, Gorbachev necessarily assigned the
highest immediate priority 10 influencing the US
administration and Congress. But his attitude toward
this focus was not based on any traditional “love/
hate™ fixation on the United States. In the spring of
1986 he stated that, whilc the Soviets would ostensi-
bly go along with the US emphasis on bilateralism -
and the personal relaticnship of the two leaders,
Moscow “in real terms” intended to pursuc a policy of
appealing to multiple actors. Morcover, from carly in
the Gorbachev period it became clear that INF was
the arca of stratcgic arms ncgotiations that Moscow
was mos! likely to pursue first to actual agreement.
From the Sovict perspective, the negotiations with the
United States were thus integrally finked to policy ’
toward Western Europe (scc pages 10-11).

Gorbachev's tactics as demandeur required pressing
the Soviet stratcgic arms reduction agenda on the
United States threugh a deliberate display of paticnce
and flexibility, constant gencration of new proposals,
and mobilization of pressure on the US administra-
tion from within the United States, Western Europe,
the Third World, and multilateral international fo-
rums. Th_is mobilization effort, in turn, required
avoidance of provocations in the Europcan theater or
the Third World that could be used 1o cast doubt on
Soviet motives

Bilateral Issues .

Garbachev has orchestrated Sovict attempts to ex-
pand dialogue with the United States across a broad
range of bilateral issues. His main purpose has been to
promote an improvement in the political atmosphere
suppartive of his arms negotiation aims, but he has
also sought to facilitate the dampening of regional
conflicts and to accclerate Soviet acquisition of West-
ern technology and scientific information. Thus, he
has: )

¢ Discussed with Washington the sensitive issue of
regional conflicts, which he realizes has had a
profoundly negative impact on past efforts to reach
agreement on strategic arms reductions.

sigure 2. Generai Secretary Gorouancs wie
L'resident Reagan at Geneva summit

* Dcalt ficxibly with the human rights issuc, sccking
to mollify the United States while stripping it of an
important “wcapon™ in public diplomacy.

Talked about prospects of expanded trade relations
with US busincssmen, hoping to enlist their suppart
for liberalizing US policics on most-favored-nation
status, loans, and COCOM restrictions, as well as
for greater US flexibility in arms issucs.

Courted US public opinion through press interviews
and receiving American visitors in Moscow, as weil
as by authorizing attempts to influence US policy
through “active measures™ opcrations.

Nevertheless, Gerbachev's own role in US-Soviet
relations has focused largely on where the pavofT lics
for him—the strategic arms negotiations. *

Negotiation of Strategic Arms Reductions
Gorbachev has nceded proposals and actions bold
cnough to gencrate political pressures in the United
States for movement in the strategic arms talks that
could be sold to the Soviet leadership as signiScantly
reducing the “threat.” Such progress would open 2
path both to the kind of cuts in conventional forces
recently announced and to further reductions that
would even more substantiaily reduce the military
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drag on perestroyka. Accordingly, at a scyics of
crilicaljunclurcs—many of them relating to INF—

Gorbachev displayed his willingness to sacrifice hard ,

cquitics highly valued by the military cstablishment in

order to impart momentum to the negotiating process.

Gorbachev probably hopes that the conventional force
cuts he announced at the United Nations will primc
the strategic arms reduction pump still further.

Gorbachev is by no means insensitive to the logic of
military-technical argumentation, He wishes no less
than the Soviet generals 10 advance Soviet sccurity.
But he does not appear ta believe there is much
current danger of a premeditated Western attack, he
seems to hold that each side has a surfeit of nuclear
weapons, and he shows some impaticnce with contro-
versy over the “details” of arms acgotiations—be-
cause the “security™ aims he has his eycon arca
radically aitered military-political eavironment in the
West and industria} modernization at home. '

Not all Sovict officials have understood—Ict alone
sharéd—Gorbachev's strong faith in political action
as the means 10 achicve these aims. During his tenure
there has been good evidence of continuing uncase
within both political and military circles—sometimes
at the top, sometimes lower down—over Gorbacher's
conduct of arms negotiations with the United States.
There has been some concern as to whether the USSR
can deal at all with “US militarism™ without jeopar-
dizing Soviet security or truckling to US demands,

There was recurrent contraversy over whether Mos-
cow should dea! with the Reagan administration or
save its concessivns until after the 1988 US clection.
And, at key juncturcs in the negotiations, controversy
has acisen aver the advisability of individial conces-
sions. The military leadership has repeatedly ox-
presscd its dicagreement with unilateral force reduc-
tions.

Gorbachev has continually sought to overcome this
resistance through political argumentation. He has
asserted that failure 10 proceed with the talks, even
when faced with the vexing obstacle of SDI, would
mean succumbing to provocation by the US “hawks,"
who he claims are frightened by the Soviet strategy of
cngagement and wish to break off the dialoguc. He
has gradually presented an image of a US president
less manipulated by the “military-industrial complex"
and morc able to compromisc with the Soviet Union.
He has argued, in Marxist-Leninist languagc, that
US behavior considered threatening in Moscow is not
a constant but is subject to “improvement.” He has
emphasized the impact that mass “peace™ movements
and shifts in public opinion have had in constraining
Washington®s “belligerence.” He has presented agree-
ments that have been reached with the United States
in the arms talks—especially when codificd as formal
declarations—as triumphs of his own diplomacy that
have brought about a stabilization of the “arms race,"
paved the way for further agreements, and ratcheted
down the military threat to the socialist camp. And
receatly, in his 7 December speech at the United
Nations, he advanced a new doctrinal position that
the world is expericncing a transition to a “period of
peace.”

Western Europe
Broad Objectives

For Gorbachev, neutralization of Western Europe is
the key geostrategic prize in the USSR's global

- compétition with the United States, Soviet actions

under Gorbachev, displaying ncw tactical dexterity,
have been consistent with the traditional Soviet aim of
weakening US influence and, in particular, croding
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the US military prescnce in Europe. Garbachey is
seasitive to the possibility that “Eurepe 92" will
produce strains in the Auantic Alliance. But the
Savict forcign poticy cstablishntent reportedly docs
not belicve any scrious break between the United
States and Western Europe is imminent, and Gorba-
chev probably dacs not cither, Sovict action toward
Western Europe under Gorbachev has stressed moves
aimed at incrementally reducing the NATO arms
challenge, increasing West European assistance to
perestroyka through trade and technology transfer,
and highlighting differcnces between Eurapean and
Amcrican interests. -

Gorbachev has initiated significant changes in Soviet
dealings with Western Europe. These include:

« Promotion of a major propaganda and active mea-
sures cffort, keyed to the notion of 2 *Common
European House” and to Gorbachev's domestic
reforms, that is designed to eflace the hostile image
of the USSR and build a scnsc of East-West
togetherness that excludes the United States.

« Strict avoidance of official actions that could be
taken as military intimidation.

« A differentiated diplomatic ¢flort to exploit vulnera-
bilities in US-West European relations, weaken the
US naval presence on the northern and southern
flanks of NATO, reduce support for defense spend-
ing and force modernization, impede intra-Europe-
an military cooperation, and prevent the cmergence
of a new European regional power center—especial-
ly West Germany'.

»

Pursuit of expanded economic relations, in which
West Germany has been assigned a central role, in
ways that seek to reduce the dangers of debt
dependency, stimulate continuing technology trans-
fer and Western pressure to lower COCOM barri-
crs, casc the USSR's consumer goods production
and food-processing problems, ¢nsurc East Bloc
access to the West European market after 1992, and
enlist Western Europe in the economic stabilization
of East Europcan Communism

The Feder:tl Republic of Germany remains the cen-
tral West European military challeage to Soviet inter-
csts, an object of possible geesteategic manipulation,
and a source of assistance to perestroyka through
bilateral trade and cxpansive West German cconomic
relations with-Moscow's hard-pressed East Bloc de-
pendents. Gorbachev has maunted a successful public
diplomacy campaign that has cnhanced Moscow's
image in West Germany. He has continucd to conduct
a dialoguc with major West German Icaders across
the political spectrum and has demonstrated some
flexibility aa issucs of great impartance ta the West
Germans—cthnic German cmigration from the
USSR, West German relations with East Germany,
and Berlin. In mid-January 1989 Shevardnadze indi-
cated that Sovict troops being withdrawn from
Czcechoslovakia, Hungary, and East Germany would
take with them tactical nuclear systems—a source of
particular anxicty among West Germans. Although
some Sovict spokesmen have informally tantatized the
West Germans with hints that there might be some
room far compromise in the Soviet position on the
division of Germany, Gorbachev himsel( has ccpeat-
cdly statcd in Bloc forums that the German Question
is not oper for discussion. Ultimately, how Gorbachev
proposes to deal with the German issue will be a key
factor in determining the limits 10 success of his
European geostrategy

Security Policy Toward Western Eurape

The Leverage of Arms Contral. From carly in his
tenure as General Secretary, Gorbachev sought, with-
in the overall framework of steategic arms talks with
the United Statcs, to accclerate the pace of the INF
ncgotiations. For Moscow there were genuine military
reasons to seck to climinate the Pershing 1ls and
ground-faunched cruise missiles (GLCMs). From the
standpoint of the Sovict military, the Pershing U
presented a unique short-warning chalienge to the
Sovict homeland that threatencd command and con-
trol, facilities for warning of stratcgic-attack by the
United States, and the very existence of the political
leadership. The presence of the missile also made it
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more likely, in the militaey's view, that war that
began in Furope would escalate into a general nuclear
war

But Gorbachev must have also factored in the politi-
cal impact of an INF agreement. The Soviets could
hardly have ignored the relicf and expectation with
which Western Europe greeted the resumption of the
INF talks in 1985. Gorbachev almost certainly antici-
pated from this time on a favorable reception of the
agrecment by the West European public. He prabably
calculated that this reception would help 10 reduce
papular perception of a Sovict threat, put greater
pressure on the United States for more flexibility in
the other strategic arms talks, make it more difficuly
for West European defense establishments to carry
out alrcady programed nuclear and conventional force
modernization, and push the West to adopt a more
flexible posturc on conventional arms issucs

What Gorbachev prabably did not anticipate was the
anxicty and alarm displayed by West European elites
over talk of a denuclearized Europe at the Revkjavik
summit in October 1986. From this point on, hc had
to have been aware of the wedge-driving potential of
INF. And, in fact, the INF agreement in 1988 did
raise important questions in the minds of West Euro-
pean leaders abaut the reliability of the US commit-
ment to European security and, more generally, about
US leadership. Gorbachev's cfforts in 1988 to exploit
the agrecment are consistent with this reading of his
appreciation of the political gains realizable from the
asymmctrical sacrifice of military hardware it in-
volved

Within a ycar of his accession to office, Gorbachev
indicated that he was prepared to think about farge-
scale conventional force reductions in the European
theater. In June 1986 the “Budapest Appeal™ called
for mutual NATO and Pact reductions of 100,000 o
150,000 military personnel and a subscquent cut by
the carly 1990s of another 350,000 to 400,000. And in
May 1988, at the Moscow summit, Gorbachev called
for reductions above the 500,000 target of the Buda-
pest Appeal. The unilateral reductions announced in
Dccember 1988 (sec inset) are likely to produce even
larger cuts sooner in Sovier forces than those postulat-
ed in Moscow's proposals for mutual reductions,

Gurbachev's 7 December 1988 and [8 January 1989
Statemeats on Force Reductions

On7 December 1988 Gorbachey stated at the United
Nations that the Soviet military wauld be reduced by
300,000 men over the next Iwo years; 10,000 tanks,
8.500 artillery systems. and 800 aircraft would be cut
Jrom Soviet forces in Eastera Eurape and the Evro-
peanpart of the USSR. As part of these culs, six tank
divisions would be withdrawn Jrom East Germany,
Czechoslovakia, and H ungary and disbanded by
1991, Assault landing Jarmations and assaul river-
crossing forces with their weapons and equipntent
would be withdrawn from these three countries.
Overall cuts in Soviet forces Statloned in the three
countries would total 50,000 men and 5.000 tanks,
Soviet divisions remaining in Eastern Europe would
be “unambiguously ™ defensively reconfigured “after
the removal of a large number of their tanks.* Most
Soviet forces in Mongolia would be brought hone,
and Soviet forces in the Asian part of the USSR
would be “substantially” reduced.

In a speech 1o the Trilateral Commiission in Moscow
on 18 January 1989, Gorbachev claimed that “the
ntilitary budget” would be reduced by 14.2 percent
and the production of arms. and equipment by 19.5
percent. He said that 5.300 tanks would be with-
drawn from Eastern Europe and 5,000 of the 10,000
tanks 10 be removed throughout Soviet Jorces would
be destroyed. The Navy would be included in person-
ael cuts. About 75 percent of Soviet ground forces in
Morngolia would be cut and air forces there would be
eliminated. The 500,000-man reducsion amounted to
a 12-percent cut in the armed Jorces, and almost half
of the parsanne! 1o be cut would come from “the
East.’




because the latter would involve some (undcfined)
reduction also in non-Sovict Warsaw Pact forces and
would come into cffect more slawly.

Like his INF proposals, Gorbaches's conventional
arms control positions and his unilateral actions have
been designed, in part, 10 address Sovict gilitary
<onsiderations. ' he Sovicts
are concerned about NATQ's ability to praduce ad-
vanced-technology nonauclear weapons, to mobilize
and reinforce military forces, and to capitalize upon
qualitative advantages in combat aircraft. These con-
ceras help to explain why the Pact cemphasizes that
the objectives of conventional arms contro! should
include reducing “tactical strikc aviation™ and even
preventing surprise attack. ’

But Gorbachev cvidently believes that how NATO
cxploits its potential strengths depends largely on the
resolve of Western legislatures and publics to support
military programs. Thus, his strategy for dealing with
the NATO military problem has focused heavily upon
altempts to encrgize political pressures in the West
through accommodative Sovict behavior that will
dampen Western military preparedness

The Political Offensive. Gorbachev attacked the
problem first through public diplomacy. Reporting
from 1986 suggests that he initiated the Budapest
Appeal reductions proposal in the first place to alfay
West Eutopean clite fears that a conventional war in
Europe would be more likely if the United States and
the USSR concluded an agreement on strategic
arms—fears that could have obstructed attainment of
that objective, especially an INF agreement. And the
magnitude of the cuts proposed then and since by
Gorbachev certainly served his propaganda goals.

However, Gorbachey has recognized that, in this area
of East-West relations as in others, reducing Western
perceptions of a Sovict threat depends ultimately on
reinforcing words with deeds. Thus, he has attempted
to identify and address major Western concerns about
Warsaw Pact intentions and capabilitics. At Stock-
holm in September 1986 the Soviet Union took the
major step of accepting on-site inspection in the CDE
talks. In April 1987 Gorbachev acknowledged that

¥

there were asymunetrics in the armed forces of the
Pact and NATO that should be rectificd by reduc-
tions in the side that had the numerical advantage. In
the INF agreement he accepted fucther intrusive
inspection and asymmetrical reductions. And at the
summit in May 1988 he spoke of the need to leave
cach side ultimately with only “defensively™ config-
ured forces. ’

The main issue, of course, is the massive Sovict troop
presence in Eastern Europe. Gorbachev understands
that this presence is not only an cnormous drain on
the USSR's resaurces, but also rhe paramount source
of the Western theeat perception that cements the
Atlantic Alliance, fucls NATO modernization, and
sustains controls over high-technology exports to the
USSR. Implementation of Gorbachev's promised uni-
lateral withdrawal of Sovict forces from Czechoslova-
kia, East Germany, and Hungary will have a major
impact on Soviet military capabilities. N

The removal of 5,000 tanks from Central Europe
would cut total Soviet tank strength there almost i
half. reducing the Warsaw Pact advantage over
NATO in tanks in this region at lcast to 1.6:1. After
the reductions in tanks, air assault units, and assault
river-crossing units announced by Gorbachey are
made, Sovict military planacrs would regard the
forces cemaining as inadcquatce to conduct even a
limited short-warning attack successfully. The cuts
would significantly increase the reinforcement that
would be required before the Warsaw Pact could
faunch sustained theater offensive operations. Howev-
cr. even after these reductions, Warsaw Pact theater
forces positioned in Central Europe will remain at
sufficient strength and readiness in peacetime to meet
a sudden attack almost immediately with formidable
military power and 10 act as a defensive shield to
allow for the further mobilization and deployment of
Pact forces.

Tke Politics of Unilateral Action. The announcement
of the unilateral reduction in December 1988 was not
a sudden decision by Garbachev. His association with
carlier unconsummated unilateral force reduction

schemes in 1987 and 1988, instructions he gave 10 the
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military to review force posturcs, und his public
camments indicate that he was thinking scriously ail
along about ceducing und recontiguring Savict forces
in Eastern Europe. Nor was it surprising that he chose
to make his first big move unilaterally. *

Until the late talf of 1988, Sovict negoatiating behavior
in Vicnna at the mandate talks for conventional arms
ncgotiations (CST) did not suggest a sensc of urgency
in Moscow, although Sovict spakesmen had been
privatcly hinting at major possible innovations in the
USSR's approach to conventional arms negotiations
for a year or so previously. It appears that the CST
forum ranked low on Gorbachev's priority list—bclow
INF, START, Spacc and Decfensc, and cven talks on
chemical weapons. Negotiated conventional reduc-
tions posed daunting conceptual problems, and sheer
arms control decisionmaking overload was probably a
factor. Alliance management problems with the East
Europeans, complicated by the linkage of CST to the
parallel CSCE talks and the sticky issuc of human
rights, probably had a retarding influence. Whether
by intent or happenstance, delay in phasing in the
CST talks until after consummation of the INF
agreement may have increased Soviet leverage vis-a-
vis the West Europeans in CST. Also. it is highly
likely that decisions on how to procced at Vienna were
obstructed by policy canflict in the Defense Council
and with elements of the military establishment.

It seems hardly coincidental that Gorbachev's major
conventional arms move followed so shortly after the
political breakthrough he scored at the September
1988 plenum of the Central Committce. In personnel
terms, the plenum brought to the fore in the party’s
forcign policy apparatus two leading figures, Alck-
sandr Yakovlev and the new chief of the International
Dcpartment, Valentin Falin (a former ambassador to
West Germany), whose intellectual predilections and
long-held anti-American sentiments might have pre-
disposcd them to favor a more “European™ inflection
in Soviet policy. For Gorbachev, proceeding unilater-
ally offered concrete results that he probably calculat-
ed would be greater than anything likely ta cmerge
soon fram the CST talks.

The unilateral action was pradably only the beginaing
move in Gorbachev's serious appraach to Europcan
sccurity issucs. It constituted a response ta tic con-
cern expressed in the US Congeess during INF
ratification over the conventiona| imbalance in Eu-
rape, as well as a reaction to the victory in the US
clection of a candidate who said he would focus first
on preciscly this prablem. It significantly incrcased
the political obstacles to NATO farce modernization.
IUseverely weakened some NATO arguments in the
canventional arms talks (for example, with respect to
aircraft) and strongly positioncd Moscow to influcnce
the palitics of these negotiations. The impact of the
move was amplificd by Gorbachev's claim on 18
January 1989 that overall Soviet military speading
and procurcment were to be cut and that 5,000 of the
10,000 tanks to be removed throughout Sovict forces
would be destroyed. Shevardnadze's statement the
nextday that tactical nuclear systems would also be
withdrawn from Central Europe along with Sovict
forces was clearly targeted at the West Germans, with
the intention of preventing modernization of the
Lance missile and increasing pressurc on NATO (o
negatiate with the Warsaw Pact on short-range nu-
¢lear forces

The unilateral force reduction announccment has
scveral implications. The cuts, once implemented, will
g0 far toward demonstrating that the present Soviet
leadership is not interested in the option of a short-
warning attack on Western Europe, and would make
it even morc costly politically than it presently would
be to place the USSR in a position 1o confidently
cxcrcise such an option. At the same time, the cuts
suggest that Gorbachev believes that genuine Sovict
sccurity interests can be cnsured with smaller forces
in Eastern Europe. They also imply that the calcula-
ble economic benefits to be reaped from force reduc-
tions outweigh the security “reinsurance” provided by
surplus military power. And the reductions appear to
be predicated on the assumption that political gains
yet unrealized will morc than offsct the sacrifices of
weapons, troops, and force posture unilaterally relin-
qQuished




Eastera Europe

Dealing with Eastern Europe is the forcign policy
prablem most likely to cause Garbachiev gricf, and it
is the onc in which his ultimate inteations are most
opaque. From the beginning of his tenure there have

been signs that policy toward Eastern Europe was
being reevaluated and that this reappraisal was pro-
ducing high-level conflict : e H
late as November 1987 3 pow policy towara Eastcrn
Europe had not been determined. At that time &=
e & T .
Politburo dircctive issued that month calted for Creat-
ing a commission chaired by Yadim Medvedev, then a
Central Commitice sccretary and hiead of the Centeal
Committce's Blac Relations Department, 10 review
and define the relationship between the USSR and its
Warsaw Pact allics—a rask that was said to include
considering the issuc of intervention :

ollusion against Gorbachev between Soviet
conservatives, including Ligacher, and like-minded
party officials in Fastern Europe v

Contrary tothe orthodox Communist approach that
implicitly argues that the main danger to Sovict
intcrests in Eastern Europe lies in the region's latent
anti-Communist, anti-Sovict nationalism and cxter-
nally backed subversion, Gorbachev's position implics
that he scesthe main danger to be the poor perlor-
mance of East European cconomic and political sys-
tems. At a Warsaw Pact forcign ministers mecling in
March 1987, Gorbachev declared that the cconomics
of the “socialist™ countries were on the verge of
collapse and that if present trends continued they
would be ins state of ruin by the turn of the century,

Intra-Bloc Relations

Despitc his pessimistic asscssment of the situation he
-confronts, Gorbachcy appears 1o have sct ambitious
goals for Bloc relations: to gencerate a real scnsc of
community in the Bloc; to convey an impression of
authentic alliance; and cven—io some extent—to
expand the fraternity itself through rapprochement
with Yugoslavia and Albania. He has sought 10
replace the old command style of Sovict lcadership of
Bloc and bilateral relations with a gencrally more
polite, collaborative approach to Mact decisionmaking

’

Yiguee 4,

F

L B

(although he engages occasionally in private bullying).
He has expandcd multilateral and bitateral dialogue
and consultatian, and he has in principle—although
not always in practice—accepted as natural the ex-
pression by allics of their own interests. At the same
timie, he has insistcd—not always successfully—on
Sovict review of all important foreign policy moves by
Bloc members and has shown irritation when not
notified in advance of lcadership changes

In the economic ficld, Gorbachev has tricd (0 influ-
ence the pattern of East European trade relations with
the West by formalizing CEMA-EC tics, and to
dircct East Eurapean resources to Sovict goals by
attempting 1o reinvigorate CEMA intcgration. He has
sought to increase East Eurepean assistance to Soviet
technological modernization and military R&D and (o
obtain more high-quality goods from Eastern Europe
in payment for Sovict cxports. He has also attempted
to promote morc Bloc specialization and a farger East
European contribution 1o Soviet economic plans
through joint ventures, direct enterprise links, and
coordinated production in key high-technology areas.

However, stagnant Bloc trade and East European
nonconvertible trade surpluscs with the USSR have
reduced Soviet cconomic leverage and obstructed
Moscow’s cffort to modernize the regions' economies
through closer integeation with the USSR's& ;
Jsuggcsxs that the Soviets may now~
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be banking more than they had been on"Western
cconomic assistance to help resuscitate the East Euro-
pean econamics.

East Europesn Domestic Politics

Gorbachev appareatly is prepared to accept—and
cven to cncourage—the excreise by East European
regimes of substantial domestic autonomy bascd on
cconomic and political reform, although he has clearly
not foresworn intrusive Soviet behavior. He urges
local perestroyka, glasnost, acceptance of “pluralism
of apinion,” creation of new institutional structures
moare responsive to diverse social interests, and a less
rcjectionist approach to locaj nationalism—even
where this involves filling in some “blank spots™ in
relations with the USSR, By simply tolerating the
status quo, Gorbachev dc facto already accepts a
significant degree of political commuaication and
articulation of interests outside the framework of
traditional Communist party control.

The key question now is whether Gorbachev is pre-
pared to accept. organized non-Communist participa-
tion in labor representation or political decision mak-
ing that involves real power sharing by the Com-
munist bureaucracy. The signals he personally has
given toward Poland, where he has faced this dilcmma
since 19885, have been contradictory. According  .°
‘Alcksandr Yakovlev told East Eu-
ropean officials in the second half of 1988 that

—

the Bloc countries should show signs of political
rcform to gain Western assistance, and could cven
tolerate pluralism in the form of distinet trends within
a single party or notional opposition partics. Commu-
nist partics should make a show of entertaining the
idcas of others, but implement only their own, They
should not surrender the principle of a onc-party state,
nor give up power. Recent public statemeats by
Yakovlev's colleague, Vadim Medvedae are consis-
tent with this approach.

Eastern Europe and Sosiet Security

Since World War Il Moscow has finked Soviet “sc-
curity™ to Eastern Europe in two ways that, together,
constitute the most enduring source of East-West
tension. First, it has traditionally insisted on station-.
ing large offensively positioned Soviet military forces
forward in Eastern Europe in numbers exceeding
those required even by Sovict standards to defend
against possible Western attack. Sccond, it has insist-
cd that the East European states participate in a
military alliance against NATO, that maintcnance of
Communist regimes internally structured along tradi-
tional “democratic-centralist™ lines is the touchstone
of this commitment, and that threatened deviation
from this commitment justifics militnev inte~ention.
This picture appears to be changing.
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Ligare o. wovdachew and Jaruzelski at rarty
congress in Wacsaw, July 19856 :

In the West it has been widely assumed that onc
function of the Sovict troops in Eastern Europe'is to
intervenc if necessary to guarantec palitical stability.
The Hungarian precedent of 1956 and the reteation of
Soviet forces in Czechostovakia following the invasion
of 1968 are adduced to support this vicw. c -

- R ’ ' suggesting that at
Icast Czechoslovak and East G&rman Icaders have
been appreheansive that a withdrawz! of Sovict farces
could in itsclf have destabilizing conscquences in the
region. The withdrawal announced by Gorbachey by
no means disproves the argument that Moscow con-
tinuces to regard these troops as a potcntial interven-
tionary lorce. However, it does indicatc that Gorba-
chev was not persuaded that maintenance of East
European political stability required avoidance of
what could be perccived as the first step in a morc
radical drawdown of Sovict forces.

The Brezhaev Doctrine. The core of the “Brezhnev
Doctrine™ is the assertion of a Sovict right to inter:
vene militarily if an East European country threatens
to leave the Warsaw Pact or dismantle the system of
domestic Communist party control. We do not know
whether, at the moment, there is a formal Soviet
“policy™ on intervention. Shauld onc exist, it is un-
doubtedly more elastic—uwith a higher threshhold—
than previous Sovict thinking on this subject. Butcven
if there is a policy, circumstances alone and not
present intentions would determine what Moscow
would do in somc future contingency

From Gorbachev's standpoint. one might speculate,
what is most important now is what ditferent groups
think the policy is. He probably considers it counter-
productive for most groups except the East Europcan
public at farge to belicve that Moscow will interven.
He has an especially strong interest in canvincing East
Europcan {caders that they cannot count on being
bailed out by Moscow, but must reform theic regimes
and cstablish a moce cesponsive modus viveadi with
their own populations. Oaly then will they take the
sleps necessary to raise fabor productivity, solve their
own ccoromic problems, and stabilize themselves
politically. At the same time, he may sce advantages
in a public posturc of ambiguity on the intervention
issuc, belicving that a public perception that the
threat of interveation is real is useful in restraiqing
Jpublic pressure on East European regimes and pre-
venting destabilization.

The evidence jibes fairly well with this hypothesis.
Gorbacher’s public statements dircctly bearing on the
issuc—especially those delivered in Eastern Europe—
can casily be read as code-language Justification of
the right of intervention (sec insc). " *P Gorba-
chev scems to have led at feast the Polish and
Hungarian leaders to belicve £ T

J. that Moscow now draws the linc only at the
prospect of withdrawal of East Europcan countrics
from the Warsaw Pact. £

A began stating unofficially in 1988 that there
would ncver again be any repetitions of 1968. And
more abstract statements by Garbachev that might
logically be thought applicable to Eastern Europe
have denied the contemporary viability of imperial
rule (see inset]

East Asia

Gorbachev has inaugurated a new cra in Soviet policy
toward East Asia. He has sought to advance Sovict
sccurity interests, profit from the dyramic cconomic
development taking place in the region. and diminish
the role of the United States. One of his most
dramatic public initiatives, the opcring to Asia and
the Pacific announced in his “'ladivostok specech of
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Gorbachev's Public Statements With Implicatians
Jor laterveation

To threaten the socialist order, try to undermine it
Srom ouiside, and tear one country or another from
the socialist communi U means encroachent not
only on the will of the people but also an the entire
postwar order and, in the final analysis, on peace.
{Warsaw, 30 Junc 1986}

The cntire system of political relations among the
socialist countries can and should be built unswery-
ingly on the basis of equality and mutual responsibil-
ity. (Prague, 10 April 1987)

I think that in this way and only in this way relattons
should be built among socialist states: through full
independence in defining one's own political course
and collective responsibility for the fate of world
socialism. .. . (Bucharest, 26 May 1987)

The experience accumulated Permiits relations among
the socialist countries to be beuter constructed on
generally recognized principles. These are uncondi-
tional and total equality, the responsibility of the
ruling party for affairs in its state, and for patriotic

service 10 its people; concern for the general course of
socialisny, respect for une another. a serious attitude
teward whai has been achicved and tried out by
Jriends; volumtary and varied cooperation and the
Strict observance by all of the principles of peaceful
caexistence. The practice of socialist internationalism
resis upon these. . . . We also kuow what damage can
be done by a weakening of the internationalist princi-
ple in mutual relations aof socialist states, by devi-
ation from the principles of m utual benefit and
mutual aid, and by a lack of atteation to the general
interests of soclalism in action in the world arena.
What is decistve is what ensures a combination of
mutual interest and the interests of socialisnt as a
whole. (Moscow, 2 November 1987)

We set great store in, and regard as a sign of maturity
in relations between socialist countrles, an organic
blend of the independence of every party and state
with respect for the mutual {nterests, views, and
experience of one another. (Belgrade, 16 March 1988}

July 1986 and amplified at Krasnoyarsk in September
1988, has pursued all three of these aims. The
initiative has clearly been aimed at effecting a long-
term transformation of security relationships in the
region that would benefit the USSR and weaken the
military nrecar~¢ and political influence of the United
States

China

China has been Gorbachev's highest priority in Asia
and is likely to be one of the success storics of his
forcign policy. Although he has privately expressed
considerable suspicion of the Chinese, Gorbachev has
from the outset placed improved relations with Beijing
high on his geopalitical agenda. He has repeatedly
catled for a summit and restoration of party-to-party
tics. Morc important for the Chinese, he has taken

actions that, whatever their motivation, have respond-
cd to China’s “three obstacles™ to normalization of
relations: he is withdrawing from Afghanistan; he is
effectively increasing the pressurc an Victnam to
withdraw its forces from Cambodia; he has already
removed some Soviet troops from Mongolia; and, in
the 18 January speech to the Trilateral Commission,
he said that about 75 percent of the remaining Soviet
forces stationed in Mongolia would be withdrawn,
that Savict air forces there would be climinated, and

" that almost half of the 500,000-man reduction an-

nounced on 7 Necember 1988 wauld come from *‘the
East.




Gorbacker on Savercigaty and Enipire

The Soviet Unian considers thas cvery people and
every countey has the right (o dispose of its own fate
and its awn resources, ta sovereignly determine its
owa social development, 1o defend irs own security,
and to participate in the organization of an all-
cmbracing internatianal Sccurity sysiem. (August
1986;

Views of foreign rolicy from an imperial standpoint
are over. The Soviet Untion will not succeed infoisting
its will on anyone, nor will the United States. You
can suppress, coerce, suborn, smash, and crush for a
while. But from the viewpoint of long-term policy,
mafor, large-scale policy, no ane will be able 10
subjugate others. (August 1987)

We have reached a paint in the developient of the
world situation . . . in which new approaches are
needed. Misfortunes and failures in foreign policies,
crisis, tension, and confrontations are linked with the
Jact that we are {rying toresolve new matiers with the
approaches of the 1940s and | $30s—from imperial
stances, when a group of countries had empires and
pursued their foreign policies accordingly. (Scptem-
ber.1987)

As with Europe, Gorbachev obviously believes that
pursuit of military intimidation toward China has
been counterproductive, and he sces a possibility of
lowering the cost of defense against China without
any reduction of Sovict security. He also probably
thinks that the USSR can gradually develop profit-
able economic ties to China, and perhaps learn some-
thing in the meantime from Chincsc successes and
failures in marketizing their cconomy. Geopolitically,
what Gorbachev prabably hopes to achieve is to move
China toward a middle course between the United
Statcs and the USSR that precludes solidification of
Sino-US mili(ary tics. From his standpoint, the sum-
mit meeting with the Chinese scheduled for May
1989 should mark significant Progress in one of 1he
USSR’s top-priority foreign policy arcas

ot

Japan

So far. Moscow hus been unwilling to pay the price
asked by Japan for beter relations: it may have
Judged that sorcthing fess than retuen of the disputed
Northera Territorics might someday be acceptabie to
Tokvo as the basis for discussing closcr tics and
encauraging greater Japanese business participation
in Siberian development. The Soviets prabably hope
that the forward momentum of Soviet relations with
the United States, Western Europe, China, and cven
South Korea will cventually foree Japan to casc its
territorial demands and be miore ceceptive to future
Sovict overtures. ™~ -

But there is also reporting [T

23 that the Sovicts were
tr.emselves planning in the fall of 1988 to launch a
major initiative to overcome the stumblingblock pre-
sented by the Kurile Islands. We do know that the
Sovicts have tnformally been making increasingly
flexible overtures on the Northern Territories to the
Japancse. Although no breakthrough occurred during
Shevardnadze's visit to Tokyo in December 1988, the
Soviets and Japanese did agree 1o establish a working
group to discuss a peace treaty—which necessarily
would involve the territorial issue. Mouating difficul-
tics in advancing perestroyka will enhance the Soviet
interest in accommodating Japanese interests—just as
they have enhanced Soviet intercst in dealing with
West Germany. A major move toward Japan would
be entirely in keeping with Gorbachev's 1actical fair
and geostrategic priorities, and, with his power basc
now more consolidated, it would be surprising if he
did not try something in the not 100 distant future.

The Third World

Sovict policy toward the Third World up 10 Gorba-
chev's accession remained heavily mortgaged to “'class
war™ thinking, military instrumentalitics. and support
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for indigent Marxist dependents or radical Middie
East clicats. Gorbachiev has imposcd a new set of
prioritics. It includcs:

Reasserting an etfective role for the Soviet Union by
aperating on a more realistic, less idcological basis.

Countering perceived present or patential future
challenges to Sovict sceurity interests.

Fostering an international atmosphere less freighted
with East-West confrontation by dampening con-
flicts and avoiding behavior that could scriously
heighten international tensions, justify increased
Western defense spending, and inhibit improved
Sovict relations with the West.

Supporting Communis: allics, sclectively preserving
Marxist-Leninist footholds in the Third World
gaincd under Brezhney, and cautiously backing
some revolutionary movements.

Reducing finzncial outlays that have no cconomic or
serious political return and secking to increase
cconomic gains.

Mobilizing support for Soviet positions in the East-
West arms negotiations

In pursuing these priorities, Moscow continues to
behave in some respects in ways highly reminiscent of
pre~New Thinking days. For cxample, Gorbachev has
deliberately sought to capitalize on tensions between
the United States and strategically located partners in
the Third World. As conflict developed between
Washington and Manuc! Noricga, Moscow cautiously
but persistently began 1o expand ties—both open and
clandestine—with Panama. Shevardnadze's recent in-
timation in Manila that the USSR might be prepared
unilaterally to vacate its base at Cam Ranh Bay is
only the most recent step in a two-track campaign to
cultivate the Aquino government in the hopes of
strengthening opposition to the US bases and ¢xpand-
ing the Sovict economic presence in the Philippincs,
while gradually developing contacts with the hereto-
fore anti-Sovict Communist Party of the Philippines
and other leftist or neutralist groups. As far as we
know, however, the Soviets have not provided military

assistiace to any of these groups.]

Moscow’s pursuit of “*national reconciliation™ in re-
gional conflicts may prove to be a cover for a gradual
Soviet retreat—as it has been in Afghanistan—from
suppart of Marxist clicnts unable to defeat insurgen-
cics or cope cconomically and politically without
exhorbitant Sovict assistance. However, while he has
urged some clicnt feaders to adopt flexible political
tactics in dealing with their opposition and to seck
cconomic aid from the West. Gorbachev's strategy on
all regional conflicts cxcept Afghanistan and perhaps
Cambeodia appcars so far to be to promote scttlements
that provide for an end to insurgencics against clicnt
regimes at minimum loss of Sovict sunk investment
and, if possible, 10 preserve Marxist-Leninist partics
in cffective control. This approach would scem to lic
behind Soviet support for the Angola agreement, and
privite Soviet statements to Bloc officials indicate
that maintaining the Sandinista regime in powcr in
Nicaragua remains a top priority for Moscow in Latin
America.

Gorbachev has consistently provided “'socialist
oricnted” allics with the military aid they need to
contain insurgencices, and Soviet arms transfers to
these clicnts as a group have remained at high levels -
since 19835. Soviet arms deliverics to the Third World
as a whole rose between 1986 and 1987 and remained
at about the 1987 level in 1988. Gorbachey also
continucs to provide military and financial support for
sclected Third World revolutionary movements, while
urging them to explore political options and avoid
extremist actions that could disrure progress on the
USSR's East-West agenda

The USSR has publicly cautioned Libya and Syria
against terrorism, introduced antiterrorist initiatives
of its own in the United Nations, and participated for
the first time in discussions with Western countrics on




countertercorist measueces. But, during Gorbachev's
tenure, the Sovicts have been involved in a campaign
of subversion and terror implemented by the Sovict-
trained Afghan intelligence service against Afghan
refugees and the civilian population of Pikistan. The
USSR has alse remained indirectly linked to terror-
tsm through conventional military training and othee
assistance to Libya, Syria, North Korca, various
“national liberation™ movements, and factions of the
PLO. .

The evidence suggests there has been no fundamental
change in “*active measures™ operations targeted at
the Third World under Gorbachev, although an at-
tempt is being made to harness front group activity
more cflectively 10 Sovict arms control and sccurity
abjectives. Under the praobable oversight of Yakovley,
the Savicts since 19835 have covertly disseminated
some of the more scurrilous falschoods of recent years
aimed at deepering anti-Amecricanism in the Thicd
World. Soviet disinformation cfforts continuc apace.

.

But major change has taken place in other aspects of
Soviet Third World policy. It is indicative of his
prioritics that Gorbachev has visited India twice since
1985, his only travel to the Third World, and has held
up Sovict-Indian ties as a model of what the USSR
secks in its relations with the non-Western world.
Gorbachev's strategy for reasserting an cffective Sovi-
ct role in the Third World has takcen as its starting
poiat the nccessity of coming to grips politically with
the actual interests of all the states the USSR wishes
o influence. Thus, Moscow has begun to scck iavalve-
ment with actors previously considcred 10 be on the
“wrong" side of regional conflicts—South Korea, the
ASEAN countrics, Arab moderates, Isracl, Somalia,
and even South Africa. It has pursued improved
rclations with other nonsocialist developing countrices,
including such key regional actors as Mexico. Egypt,
fran. Indonesia, Thailand, and Zimbabwe; such im-
portant South American new democracies as Brazil

e

deguee 1. wachackev and Inaian £rinie Ml ..
GandAi after sigaiap the Delhi Decluration in

Novengber 1956 ¢
¥

and Argentina; and such strategically locaicd states
as thosc of Central America and the South Pacific.
Gorbachev has strongly advocated an expanded role
for the United Nations and activated Sovict diploma-
¢y in it and toward other international bodics stilt
morc dominated by the Third World

Gorbachev has put a hold on costly new Third World
adventures. He is reporied C Jto have
told the other Bloc leaders in 1987 that they should
conceatrate on rcbuilding their cconomics before re-
suming their cffort to “export revolution.™ He has
madc the difficult decision to withdraw from Afghan-
1stan. He has also pressed Cuba, Vietnam, North
Korea, the “socialist oriented™ regimes, and other
clicnts to use Sovict aid cfficiently and mect contrac-
tual obligations. Hc has probably given orders to
cxplore ways o case the rising burden of aid to non-
Communist LDCs. He cvidently elicited a decision in
the fall of 1988 1o reduce the USSR's own military
presence in its Third World client states. And, while
positioning the USSR chetorically on the side of the
Third World with respect to the debt issuc, he has at
least suppotted a negotiated solution and avoided the
most inflammatory sort of rhetoric
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Implications

Important facets of Gorbachev's foreign strategy re-
flect traditional thinking premiscd on the assumption
of enduring East-West antagonism, whilc other facets
reflect 2 more cooperative, less absolutist outlook.
Gorbachev is trying ta build sociocconomic founda-
tions that will permit the USSR 1o act as a supcrpow-
cr in the 2{st century—politically, cconomically, and
militarily. In a varicty of different contexts he has
displayed an intent of working toward a loag-term
Jollback of the US military presence and politicat
tnfluence across the globe that will, in his view, create
conditions for eahanced Soviet influcnce. On occas-
sion he has spoker. to Communist audiences
in terms that suggest an interest in resuming a more
combative stance toward the West following an ex-
tended “breatbing space.” This posturc may or may
not be feigned. The political optimism that he may;j-
fests as he seeks 1o mold both cxternal and internal
realities could reinforce a sense of “playing to win™ in
2 zero-sum contest. Yet it is hard to believe that he is
not aware, (0 some cxtent, that the conscquences aof
his actions—if he is successful—could create an
cavironment hardly conducive to revitalization of the
international “‘class war. " Indced, the scope of
changes he is promoting is so broad, and the crisis he
confronts in both the USSR and Eastera Europe is so
profound, that what may matter more than his inten-
tions is where the processes he has unlcashed domesti-
cally and internationally could lead.

Gaorbachev's attempt to guarantee the loundations of
long-term Soviet military strength through the mod-
crrization of Sovict industey will, if i succeeds,
permit the USSR to comipete more clfectively with
the West in the early 215t ceatury in milicary high
techaology—il Moscow so wishes. But, ta achicve this
objective, Gorbachev is reducing the rolc assigned 1o
military power in Sovict forciga policy now, and
sacrificing sonic real military cquitics. He is under-
mining the mystique and heroic status of the military,
opening up the discussion of sceurity policy to civilian
analysis, and moving 1o institutionalize clectoral and
legislative reforms that—if successful-—will force a
far more questioning juxtaposition of urgent public
needs and the miltary budget than has ever existed
belore in the USSR. In the process, he is differentiat-
ing between 2 more authentic concept of security and
mindless display of military might that provokes
(hrca(-imcnsif_ving counteraction by potential adver-
sarics.

The substitution of New Thinking for Marxism-
Leninism as the public rationale of Sovict forcign
policy has strengthened Gorbachev's grip on sccurity
policy and brought him important gains with world
public opinion. But he is activating a radical critique
of Sovict internationzl behavior at high levels withia
the Sovict forcign policy cstablishment by individuals
who clearly do reject confrontational thinking—uwith

* far-reaching potential implications for long-term

East-West relations. At the same time, by denigrating
the concept of “class struggle,” he is undermining
Marxism-Leninism as a mechanism of political con-
trol in the Sovict Union and Eastern Europe, whether
he cares or not. :

In the past, heavyhanded Sovict diplomacy. ill-con-
ccaled support for lcftist violence, and crude military
intimidation cased the task of American diplomacy.
Gorbachev has proscribed this behavior, and his **po-
litical offensive™ aimed at contesting US policies and
influence has had considerable success. He has called
for denuclearization, arms rcduction, and liquidation
of “regional conflicts,™ proclaimed a commitment to
the rule of law in the USSR (as he did in his UN

—Secrc(-\




speech), and made pragmatic political and cconomic
appeals 1o the national intcrests of US allics, fricads,
and non-Marxist states. However, this political ap-
proach reflects a bold confidence that the Soviet and
East Europcan palitical systems can contain the inev-
itablc side cffccts of greater cxpasure of theic popula-
tions to Western influcnces. The climination of radio
Jjamming, cancessions on human rights issucs, looscn-
ing of foreign travel controls, and institution of mili-
tacy-to-military and many other forms of dialogue
with the United States and other Western couatrics
constitute an unprecedented opening up of the Soviet
Union to the outside world. This process could over
time crode the traditional distrust of the West in the
USSR that has provided a major prop for Soviet
hegemonistic ambitions.

Gorbachev's New Thinking chetoric about the global
cconomy becoming a single organism requiring new
mechanisms and a new international division of tabor
scrves cxternally mainly as a means, at best, of
pushing an agenda quit2 narrowly fucused on over-
coming various obstacles to Sovict forcign trade, and,
at warst, of playing on Third World and ncutralist
interests in order to contest Western economic power
and gain influence incommensurate with the USSR's
weak position in international economic relations. But
internally it serves to undercut xcnophobia and idco-
logical dogmatism, encourage Western contacts, and
promote the adoption of market mechanisms and
economic legality

Gorbachev's policy toward Western Eurape has al-
ready produced a significant change in attitude to-
ward thc USSR on the part of the European public
and even conservative political leaders. With his

7 December specch, he has further {essencd an al-
ready tow sense of military danger and threat of
Soviet-backed palitical subversion, heightened West
European public receptivity to Soviet overtures on
security issucs, and probably further croded support
for expensive and controversial NATO force modern-
ization programs. He has had considerable success in
cultivating & special security dialogue with the West
Germans. A broadening of these successes will depend
greatly on what sort of additional asymmetrical mili-
tary reductions and “defensive™ force reconfigura-
tions prove politically feasible for him. To the extent

he confirms his ceedibility here, he may be able—in
the process of negotiating NATO-Pact arms reduc-
tions—to precipitate a highly divisive debate in West-
cra Europe and NATO over US-West European tics
and the purpose of the Atlantic Alliance.

But, to achicve a fundamental weakening of US
power in Eurapc and reduce the possibitity of serious
West European defense coaperation, Gorbachev may
have concluded that the USSR must ultimately re-
mave the shadaw of intimidation cast an Western
Eurape by Soviet military power forward based in
Eastern Europe. Withdrawal from Eastern Europe
and the western USSR of even the forces he promiscd
to remove in his 7 December speech will have a
profound cffcct on the Warsaw Pact’s ability t0
conduct offcasive opcratians against NATO. It will
rule out the possibility— in the eyes of Sovict military
'plarmcrs—of managing ¢ven a limited short-warning
attack successfully in Central Europe, increase the
time that would be required to prepare and bring
forwacd the forces needed to wage offensive war
against NATO, and extend Western waraing time.
Gorbachev's troop reduction plan has alrcady cncour-
aged the East Europeans to pursuc more vigorously a
fongstanding interest in paring back their own defensc
burden. A combination of intensilving economic pres-
sures at home, rising concecns about the West's future
military potential, perception of Jarge exploitable rifts
in the Atlantic Alliance, and, conceivably, determina-
tion not to use Sovict military power to suppress East
European political liberalization could lead Gorba-
chev to challenge NATO by turning decisively toward
negotiated but attractively asymmetrical (orce reduc-
tions. Such reductions would have momentous impli-
cations for the post—-World War I sccurity order in
Europe, for traditional Soviet hopes of using Eastern
Europe as a platform {rom which 10 influence West-
ern Europe, and for East European autonomy

In Eastern Europe, nonc of Gorbachev's options are
good. His current strategy attempts to reinforce Bloc
cohesion in forcign policy, strengthen the capacity of
East Eurapean regimes (o cope with their own eco-
nomic and social problems, and improve the cost/
bencfit ratio in economic relations between Eastern

n




Europe and the USSR. Gorbachev realizes that some
degree of reform is a sine qua noa for improving the
cconomic performance and political stability of Eas(
Europcan regimes, and that without such change the
Sevict Union will continuc to be stuck in the position
of having cither to guarantee regime maintenance or
losc socialist allics. Gradual cconomic improvement,
avoidance of revolutionary uphcavals, and preserva-
tion of somcthing like preseat Warsaw Pact arrange-
ments is the best that Gorbachey can hope for from
this strategy. His gamble on controlled liberalization
as the price of structural modernization could blaw up
in his face at any moment, damaging perestroyka in
the USSR and probably hardening East-West con-
frontation oncc again. »

In the meantime, hawever, Garbachev appears to be
moving in the direction of defining Sovict “security”
intcrests more nrarrowly in Eastern Europe. He scems
to be counting less on military power as the guarantor
of Soviet interests and more on East Europcan depen-
dency on Sovict raw materials and markets. He is
tolerating a substantial decay of traditional Commu-
nist party control over political communication and
the articulation of politicat demands in 2 number of
Bloc countrics. The degree of internal autonomy ana
systemic variation he reportedly is prepared to accept
alrcady represeats a significant modification of the
Brezhnev Doctrine, and even the limited political

sreform he urges on the East Eurapean leaders will

probably generate rising pressures fror below for
genuine power sharing. Barring an orthodox counter-
revolution, developments could lead to substantial
further decomposition of Communist rule and weak-
cning of Sovict hegemony in Eastern Europe, with
greater political freedom and independence in the
region but a status that still falls short of uncon-
strained multiparty democracy or neutrality

The salience of zero-sum attitudes remains relatively
high in the Sovict approach to the Third World,
Under Gorbachev, Soviet diplomacy is more active
than it was before 198S. It is reaching out more to
compete for the attention of US allies and friends. It
is armed with a far more appealing propaganda line
that, on the whole, is morc closely calibrated to the
economic, political and psychological needs of Third
World clites. By focusing less on supporl of radical
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movements, it is fikely to be more eflective in nuriyg-
ing locxl appasition te political alignment with the
Uuited States and continued US retention of military
facilitics and conduct of power-projection activitics.

-But Gorbachey's approach means, at the very least, a

more cautious Sovict attitude toward assistance to
revolutionary violence. It may, in time, build pressure
on intransigent forces in the Third World (o seck

‘ncgotiated solutions to their demands. 1( continued, it

will weaken the position of clements in the Sovict
party-propaganda-academic nexus who have consti-
tuted a bastion of resistance to accommodation with
the West. And in dwelling on “the compelling necessi-
ty of the principle of frecdom of choice™ in the Third
World and condcmning denial of that right *no
matter what the preiext.” as Gorbachev did in his UN
speech, it legitimizes a standard casily applicable to
Communist-ruled countries and to the Soviet multina-
tional empire itself

Whatever Gorbachev's ultimate intentions may be, he

is thus sctting processes in motion that could lcad
toward a *“‘normalization® of Soviet forcign policy and
lessen East-West tensions in very important ways. At
this point change is by no means “irrcversible™; like
other great shifts in the past, such as Lenin's New
Economic Policy or the Popular Front of the 1930s,
the Gorbachev revolution may be halted—by Gorba-
chev himself or, more likely, by a successor regime.
But the longer perestroyka continucs, the greater the
prospects will be for truly fundamental change occur-
ring in Sovict relations with the West
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Appendix A

Excerpts From Shevardnadze’s Speech to the July 1988 MFA
Conference

The Need far Political Control of Military Aspects of F oreign Policy

Onc of the worst phenomena from the period of stagnation and onc which
told ncgatively on aur international positions was the then assumed
scparation between the military and political arcas. Defense is the chicf
priority of a state. This is too scrious 1o allow superficial views on how onc
<an securcly protect the people or give firm and correct guarantecs for
protecting the life and peaceful labor of the Saviet people. . . .

From the decision of the 19th Party Conference on cstablishing a
constitutionally empowered mechanism there follows the necessity of
introducing a legislative procedure whereby all the agencies cngaged in
military and military-industrial activitics would be supervised by a superior
body clected by all the people. This would concern both questions of the usc
of military force beyvond the nation's national boundaries, the plans for
defense development and the openness of defensc budgets as concerns the
problem of national security. . . .

Power in the Cuntemparary Age

The lamentable experience of the years of stagnation, when we overlooked
the technological gap that sorcly changed the balance of forces in the
world, has caused diplomacy to take a more sober look at the present and
future. . ..

History has repeatedly demonstrated the failure of systems that are closed
to an influx of fresh ideas. Under conditions in which, for the leading
powers, a transition from industrial-technological societies to scientific-
information ones is becoming a given, the fettering of the intellect by
dogmas and prohibitions ends up in the falling behiad of that state. ...

Ability and not numbers, the wagering on quality and not solely on
quantity, universal development and a high level of scientific and techno-
logical infrastructure and not the “gross™ of weapons and troop contin-
gents—this is what guarantees the secure defense of the nation and its
security. Without putting the mechanisms of perestroyka to work, it is
difficult to speak about ensuring the peace and security of the nation. . . .
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The Need for Realism and an Impraved laternational lmage

Therc is a greater need to set up a morc precise and better coordinated
mechanism for claborating realistic and comprechensive assessments of the
threats to our national security and a mechanism free of any outside
volitional pressures. . ..

(We nced] revision of a whole scries of dcfinitions that overburden our
forcign policy and diplomacy with primitively idcologized approaches. . ..

That “imagc of the cnemy™ that we are now spending such an cffort o de-
stroy came into being contrary to the real image of the Sovict people. . ..
Belicl in its creative peacefulness was undermined by the repressions,
statements such as “we will bury you,” by incorrect steps against fricnds
and by preaching during the period of detente of the erroncous and, 1
would say, anti-Leninist thesis of peaceful coexistence as a specific form of
the class struggle. . . . ,

The warkers of the MFA de not claim the exclusive right to know literally
cverything. However, they should know literally cverything relating to the
sphere of their competence. The fundamental innovations in the area of
defense development should be tested out at the MFA for their legal
conformity to current international agreements and stated political
positions. . ..

Comrades, we must not pretend that the standards and ideas of the proper
or of what is termed civilized conduct in the world community do not
concern us. If you wish to be accepted in it, these must be observed. . . .

Tke Counterproductiveness of Force and Intimidation

Over the more than 40 years that have passed since World War [, there
has been no shortage of so-called littlc wars. However, none of these has
given the side employing force any permanent political or other results. On
the contrary, all of them and each individually complicated those problems
over which the conflicts arose as well as created new ones. If the map of the
world has changed it is only in minor details, And these changes have
gained ncither political nor legal reinforcement. In all these instances, the
existence of nuclear weapons and even the control of them by one or
another belligerent have not influenced the situation. . . .

War and armed conflicts in the nucjcar spacc age objectively are losing the
functions of instruments of rational policy. Only in very rarc instances do
such threats lead to any changes in the conduct of a state against whom a
threat is applicd. . . .
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The habit established in the 19505 of “door slamming™ was summoned up
again in the behavior stereotype at the beginning of the 1980s when
walking out of the Geneva talks accelerated and facilitated the cstablishing
of a sccond strategic front in Europe against us. . . .

The Economic Costs of Bad Forcign and Defense Policies

Let us consider. . . the cconomic price of political decisions, that is to say.
the ecconomic profitability of foreign policy. Herc cach step has its price, in
cither adding somcthing or subtracting semcthing from the budgct of
national well-being. And at times it js too great a subtraction. The rough,
rash tossing of weights onto the political scales sharply deflects the arrow
toward a minus. . ..

The notion established in the minds and actions of various strategists that
the Sovict Union can be as strong as any possible coalition of states
opposing it is absolutcly fallacious. To follow this mcans to act outrightly
contrary to national interests. . . .

What were we doing in continuing over the last 15 years to achiceve a
“chemical rampart™? This cost colossal amounts of moncy. It diverted
large production capacity, manpower and resources. Who had estimated
what such activity would cost? And now, in order to destroy the chemical
arsenals, we must make new cxpenditures and build the corresponding
facilitics for this. Finally, what impression have we established of ourselves
and our intentions in continuing to stockpilc weapons that can only be
described as the most barbaric? Great damage has been caused (o the
nation's reputation and its image. To a person who would say that this was
brought about by concern for national security, we could reply that this is
the most primitive and distorted notion of what strengthens and weakens
the nation. . .. '

We have agreed that war cannot be a rational means of policy. But can the _
arms race be such a mcans? As paradoxical as it may secm, it can. Yes, the
arms race can exhaust and bleed white the enemy, in truth, at a price of
undermining one's own cconomic and social basc. This conclusion is so
obvious that in skirting it or taking it up, so to speak, only tangentially, we
in no way aid in strengthening our security. . . .

Are we drawing lessons for ourselves and do we realize what the missed op-
portunities cost on the question of limiting and reducing weapons? What
arc the losses from futile talks? . .
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Recent Related Studies Produced by the Dircctorate of Intelligence
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